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A laboratory eaqperiaent, using videotape, was 
designed to test the self-interest hypothesis, tha-t is, that; a 
subject Will increase his effectiveness if he argues in favor of a 
ppsltion that: is opposed to his best^^ iAterests. Four himdred 
fifty-nine subjects participated in a soloBon Four-Group design for 
prioiary data acquisi-tion. . Strong opinion change aain effects were 
h^:— Obtained in support of the self-interest hypothesis, but not ^or 
% source-audience siwUarity foredictions. .In terns of credibility and 

& V liJcability ratings, main effects were observed for source-audience 

interactions, <CH) % — : 




ED 078 466 

AOTHOR 
TilLS 



POB DATE 
NOTE 



EDRS PRICE 
DESCRIPTORS 



ABSTRACT 



FILMED FROM BEST AVAILABLE COPY 



US OC^AKTMCNrOFHEAtTH. 
COUCATiON«>WCtFA«E 
NATlONAt INSTITUTE OP 
COUCATION 

THIS DOCUMENT HA,$ BEEM «CP«0 
DU'ED EXACTS.Y A$ RECEIVED FROM 
THF PE»SCKOQ OROANlZftTfOfiOSlCiN 
Atli^.CiT POIP/TS or ViEWOft OPINIONS 
STATED DO NOT Ni£CESS£.RlLY ftEPRE 
SENT OtPJClAW NATIONAL INSTITUTE 0^ 
EDUCATION POSITION OR POUCV 



oo 



BFFICIS OP SOURCt SKF-IVIBRBr AMD JMOdCW 



Bterxy 8. Otmltt HI. 



•^mmssiOH TO ncmooucE rms corr. 

WCHTED MATERML MAS KGH CHANTS 8Y 

Harry^ S . Dennf Q- ttt 



TO ERC AND OnCANtZAnONS OWUTING 
UNOCR AGNCEMCNTS WITH THE NATIONAL IN- 
STITUTE or EDUCATION. rURTNEfl ICPHO- 
OUCnON OUTSIOC THE E»iC SYSTEM RE- 

oumEs PcmnssiON of tke coprmcHT 

OWNER- 



iMKUj COiVBRICII 

Mbntn^d.* Canada 
1973 




Hany :I)M«1« la a Ih.O. Cwididata in tha DtpartMnt of Ceaannioation 
at Paxdna IJnlvaraLty. Tb^ in tha 

Coaaunieatlon R a n aro h Cwtar of tha Ptpartaeiii 6t Coaaunioation and 
vaa aappqartad, in part,^ 1^^^ Stool Foundation. 



EPFBCTS OP SOURCE SELP«INTBiBST AW HOXJCED 

CHBDIBILrrYt AND LIKABILrPY 
ATwtrmct 

A lalK>iat027 mp<N^^ hm dealgnad to tMt the sdLf «-in^ 
hypotbMlSt using iddeota^^ in a live audULmce aetting* 

The self ^intweet IqrpD^h^i^ ^tea that a aouzce wHl increase his 
effeetinness if he azgues in favor of a pMition tiiat is opposed to his 
best interests* Jn the preeent studjrt souroes (veterans) asegued for and 
against their best interests- under cenditions of induced souiDce-audlence 
similarity and dissisilarity* Oepmdent measures consisted of an opinicn 
InstruiMntt sevend relate^^^ 

aiitiaction scale*' ^ / \ \ - 
: _ ^i; A toija of >^ coursst 

piurticipated la of the study* 4 SoIcmk^i Pour«Gr^ 

: constituted the pria^ - 
: Strong opihioinu c^^ wen obtained in Lupport of 

^ the soGLf -^intwest Ixf^ 

predictions 

were observed for source-«U(Uence similarity* Thsre' vere no significant, 
interactions* 

The results were interpreted and integrated with previous, research 
that has considwed :i±te self-interest and similaidLty source dimensions in 
isolatiout but not in combination* ' 




EPFBCTS OF SOURCE SELf^-INTEIffiST AND INDUCED 
. SMHARITY/DISSIMILiailTr 0^^^ 
V_ \ CRSDIBILITYt AND LIKABILITY» ' 

The notiOQ-tlMtt a connmlcatbr will increase by 
advocating a po8iti<m that is contsed^ to hie beat interests is intuitively 
appealing. Most atidiencM probably shue the expectation^ sp^ker's 
CMiimicatioii iSj to soae de^^, motivated ly self<*intcar^ Corauni-^ 
cator aartyrdos is sisplr not personified in the everyday rubric of verbal 
discourse. In fact, unless we can sensibly mpLain to ourselves why a 
coMHunicatoif hM elected, to such a self^ffactog coun 

affiiinst his best toterests~we night suspect ultei^br not iyes at play. 
7^ ^ A grcmlxg bc^ of rweaMhl however, testijfies not only to the 
increased effectivoaess of a^^^ source ajcguing' against his best interests , but 
isdsb to tho increac^ a source whose prestige^in the abstract- 

is relatively low. ' The purpose of this inyestj^ticm wsub to explore the ^ 
self-interest lAienoaenbn in a context tha^^ could be interpreted wdLthln 
an. cncist]^ fruewbidc appMp the study of source 

eff ecta. ; - . : \ . 

' : In idiat was apparmi test of the self ^-Interest 

tqrpothesis, Vaister, Aoconson, and Abrahaas (1966) ^ asserted that, ^A 
comauiiicator's effectiveness and credibility ishbuld depend both on his 
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abstnet c]?edlbility ai^ 
Two MpwiMantft litre 

and unsalfilrii KMsagM attritetad to The ^ 

first axperiaent^]^^ hypothaaiat naaalyt 

tha loir eradlUa aoitrea did ^craaaa hia affaotiranaaa irtian arguing agalnat 
hla beat. Intereatat but the hd^ credlKLe aourea aaeaed ec^ually effeetlTey 
regaiDdleaa of the poaltlon tiJcen on the laaua* Furthert the credibility 
of both aourcea 1^ lAan they weoce arguing agalnat theix beat 

intareata* The aeeond es^arlaeiit found that both tiie high and low credible 
Bourcea produced algnlficantly greatei? attitude ehuige and theto 
credilkdity lAen «^ ^ ^ ^ 

tlM Valater' ei ^^^^^ iiais Ingenid^ executed^ 

then ware severia aet^ ^ 
/and^^c<md^ f he aoat aerl^ouv^ . ^ 

with the aubjeet popuiatlon; / The aaaple coha^ted o^^^ atudenta 
who were aaked-tp paaa j^ifp^^ ]m w iaaua thatjco^ not have been very 
relevanit aeanliagf^^ 

courta ahould have** J\urbhezaoret t^^^ aecohd e(3cper^ent utilised an 
uiurealiatic atlaulua environaent«f^e Judle^^ ayatea in Portugal«*-»that 
mat have been not 

would certainly iapeaa a atrain- on ihm laegl nation of even acre ao]^iatl- 
oatedymibjeota# : ^ 

: In their^ a Walater and aaaociatea found that when 

hoth high and low credible aouroea argued agalnat their beat Intweatat the 
greateat aaount of attitude change enaued» An InapMtion of the aeanat 
howavert upon idiiioh thia concluaion waa baaed» auggeata a different 
Interpretation^ Vhan the low credlbleT source argued the aean 




attitude chanis« reported wis >it vhen he argu^ unsiOfishly, the 
■ean attitude change nae 4*79 (see Valster et al,, i966t Figure 2, Table 
2, p. 339).^ This difference In -Uie Iok crffdlhlllty condition clearly 
: does not conflra the self-interest hypothesis and Is CMipletely Ignored 
by the valster group In their discussion of results* 

Two other studies tested ^e «ti.f-lntereBt hypothesis with different 
variatiohs* ICoeske and Crano (I968), devised a situation in which well- 
known personages (General Wllllaa VestMorelaiid ard StokAy. Ouadchael) 
fdlegedly iiade Stat Mmts that, were either congruous or incongruous with 
their Imom ideoloe^cia pradictad that & 

statwiTOt woiad he sore cr^hle and h^ievahle If authored l)y an lncon«^ 
gruous 8ource» than it would be by an equally credible but congruous - 
source* 

The remilte indicated that stateiiehte paired with an incongruous 
source werot in flaet» perdeived to be nore cr^^ titose paired 

With a congruous source Mdy vh^ th at allt the incon-* 

gruous flitatwmts were ntted Imis credible* An unexpected finding was 
that while inconipmous s^ message Btfmcx^ 

tivenessy perceptions of the source* s credi were not similarly cdt^ 

Thus* in a more flmdaaeiital Md eaeaental^^s environwentt 
koeske and Crane hare extcnlded the iaplications of the Walster group to 
account tm the sepuate effects ^f -Uie self -^interest hypothesis on both 
the source and his aessage* With respect to the lattert their findings seen 
to su]n?ort the notion, that people will hold the cogni-^ion that a statement 
is true t if it is adopted Iqr an imexpected a^ Such reasoningt 

;moreovert could plausibly account for the Walster et al#t resultst idiich 
occurred in a moT% ciMiplicated persuasive setting* 



The third and -final study that ^8 
hy^thesls WM reported by Stone and Ba^^ 

eate the ¥alster et a]>, study, Ijesldes testing a aeif aanlpulatlon— source 
■ lUiblllty. Stone ajMl iSeimra's design differed froa 

associates, hpwever, in three significant respects. First, the a^ 
ws used in all condition^ (in the ¥alst«t 

■essages)> Second, oocupation (cclainal laiiyers versus TV Jouxnalists) was 
used to awiipaUte self-interest (Walster et^^ 

Finally, credihllity (souroe coapetence) Was lanipulated separately froa 
occupation. Similar to Walster et al.f the stiaulus aaterials consisted 
of experimental boKoklets conta 

' dependent aeasure^. - - . 

These Investigators ffcUed to find attitude cha^ 
the self-interest hypothesis. Furthermore, no Ja^ 
arid dredlbUlty was' observedi^^^^^^ 

pre-aessage source credibility aanlpiaatlpn was probably intshed out by the 

strong^ unanticipated^ ''credible" effects or 

Mas unlikely to have been communicated by a lenr credible source). 

Although impredicted, llkabUlty pio^ 
that had been anticipated for expertness, and In a manner similar to that ^ 
reported by the Valster group for their first eigperimeni. The low likable 
source— arguing actainst his best interests— was significantly more effective 
than the low likable souroe aigul^^^^ Interests. This effect, was 

not observed for the high llkaULe comUtloh. In fact, a comparison of one 
of the two sources (the Jottrnalist) across each condition 
ttsirig Identical argumeiits--the low likable source arguing a^inst his best 
interest IAS more efTeotlve thM the h^^ 



In mmmuff thert is sMe ,avld«nee to av^Mt that a aourea advo* 
eating a position againat his best intsrest will H Kors off oetive than Jt 
source axguing for bis ^t intsreat* Purthsriioret Whan a^ sourca ia pairad 
With an incongrdoua aaaaaga (irtdch say or aay not contrary to hia oim 
paraonal aalf<-lntaraat}t the atata»ant will ba paraaiyad to ba nora cradibla 
than irtian it ia pairad vitli a congruoua aourca-atataftant coabination* Finally 
low aourea likability nay intarrana anbanca tha affactiyanaaa of a aouroa 
aiding unatiLfiahly*^ 

Tha nodna oparmndi for tha a^f-intaraat hypothaaia raMiiia a 
aystary* A sourca irtio axgaaa aga^at hia baat intaraat pay ba parcaivadi' 
aa aoM honaatt faiTf objaetiva jmd^ hancci, than a aburca 

who d6#a not* Likawlaa» tha cognition that tha axiating avidanca miat hava 
bam tocontroTarUbl^^ convinca a aourca to argua ogainat hia baat intttraata 
could aiiiio aocoimt f or *tha aff acti Tha cpnceqptual 

link coapon to thaaa In'toitiva )mnchaa» howavport aay raaida with an isportant 
ih^eadiint of potmiial aou^ (racipiant) conguity that haa baan 

oYwlookad in aalf^intaraat raaaarch* ^ 

' In a cosprahanaiira raidWt Sisonat (1970) # 

dayalopad a thaoxy ihat^^^^^ aoureaHuidianca aiailarityt baaaa for 

>i^adibility; and^^ attitude Cantxal to -Uiair thaoxy ia tha idaa that 

• • variooa typaa of aiailarity and dj^iailarity-ha^ af facta 
on tarioua bradibility factora and that diffarant cMpcnanta of cradibility 
in turn hava diffarantlal af facta on aaaaaga accaptuca (p« 2)«^ 

FlATtharamrat a raidaw of tha aaparata litaxatiira on b6th ainilai^ty 
and cradibility lad Siaona at al*t to concluda that • • Uto rilationahip 
batwaan aiailaa^ty and iMga of tha aouxoa appaara to ba atrwgaat for thoaa 
eoaiKmantSi liaat aignifioanUy r^^ad "to attituda ohanga (p» 9)**^ Howayart 



- • ■: 6 . 

the woxk of Bxoek (1965)* B«noh«ld (1966), •sad Byzn« ft U • (1969)*^ el«ftrly 
testif 1«B to the potency of attitudlnal elallaxltles m detezminants of 
attitude change. These saae slnilarltiea, Moreover, produce Increaeed liking 
(attraction) for the source (Byrne, 1971)* 

Hmce, while the cognitive coMpments of credibility (expertise and. 
knowledge) are apparently the nost signlfleant properties of the source that 
effect Message acceptance, the affective ooaponents are Most tostruMsntal 
in leading to-^peroeptions of sourcte-recipient (audience) siMilaritles^-'^iMi- 
larlties whose hasis depends upon biAief, interest, or attitudinal congruence 
between the source and the recipient • SlMons st al., acknowledged that while 
the relationship between perceived source slMUuity and attzaction is fairly 
w^ established (c.f., '*lAw of Attxa«tiw," Bs^^ 1965)* little 

attention has been given to the issue^ of the relationship between attzaction 
tonards the source and attitude chknge. Furtheaibre, totre is • psieity of 
reseumh linking jthe siMilarlty varLable to oth«r cdaponents Jie source's 
iaage, suchpuJionesty, objectivity, conpetenee, etc* 

SoMo closing TtMaTks by Siaons et tfl. , suggested a research chal len ge 
irtiich the prMsnt iavastlgaticn atte^p^ted to aeett 

: Rather tten eatljMites of the relationship betw 
MsslailUTity and credibility in one study^ and estlMates of the 
relationship between credibility and attitude change in another 
• • • data on both questions should be incorpozated id.thin one 
design and collected froa the saae subjects, (p. 13) 

This study souj^t to provide a further test of the sdLf -interest 
phenoaenon «ad differed^oa previous research by t (a) atteaptlng to linH; ^ 
th« uAf^intwmt hypothMis with the approftch rteonaiided by SImms et 
(b) Inixodttolos ertdlbllity and likabllity m dtptndMt varlablMt and 



(o) MMmipulatlng l>*li«f-alall«nty iad«p«pdtntly txom souzc* s«lf-lnt(ix«st 
Th« following sp«elfie prodictlons tnx% ndoi 
FOR gPIWIOW CHAWGl 

1. N^ii ofrMts wor* pr«lict<kl for both Mlf-iatoxMt and UlUf- 
attitttdlnal siallaxity. A souzeo «zigulii« aealiwt^h^^ 
InUxMt should predueo aoro opinion ehange than a aouzeo 
azgaing for his s^-intsssst. Liksiriss, a soures nho is 
psieoivsd Iqr ths andisneo to shars a xolovaat WliofHttti- 
tudiaal sinilaxity should produeo sort opinion chango than 

a disMlailar souzeo (NULstor at U., 1966r Koosko and Czano, 
19681 Brock, 19651 Bsraehoid, 19j55| and Bymo ot al., 1969). 

2. H Has pradiotsd that ths sost and Isast iaflusntial soureo, 
rsspsetiYsly, voold bs tho siailar soaroo arsuins unsslfishly 
and. tho dissiailar soures aziguins sslfishly. 

FOB CHPIBttirY AHD LIKABILrrY 

Bscauss crsdibUity and likabllity \^ 

variablss, thoir off sets on ■ossa«o aoosptaneo wsrs approxlaatsd by thoir 

association with sitbsr ths siaiUrity or s«lf-intsrsst Wiablss. 

3* A soitzos wgulhg acainst his bsst iatsrssts should bo psr- 
eoivsd as aozs ooapstont, trustworthy, sincors— and as sx- 
prssslng sroator cohViotion--thaa a souroo argttins for his 
host intsrssts (Walst^r st ^. ^ I966) . Ftarthor, a "goatalt" 
. > rating of his ersdibUity should bo highor. 

>• Pszesivod sonreoHUiditnco, bolisf<«ttitttdin»l siailarity 
shottldaffoet poxooptions of tho soureo's trustworthinoss, 
oomrioticn, and sinesrlty— aors than ratings of tho soureo's 
eospottneo (Haons St «!•, .1970)* 

This fourth prsdiotioh Indiroetly tosts tho Siaons ot aT., eon- 
elusion that slailarlty st«u to affset thoss erodibility eoapononts least 
rolatsd to attitude ohango. 

5* Siailar seurees should roeeiYS higher likabiUty ratings than 
di s s i a i la r sources (Byxne, 1971) t reguedless of the selfish 
or unselfish position adopted by the source. 

Method 

IWIGM . 



A 2 X 2 X 2 ANOV, using the SoleiMn Four^Sroup Design, eonstitutsd 



the prlsieipl* ceiiflCttAtiMi for tht data umOtsU. T»U« 1 pletorialisM 
th« dMl«ii «ai laelttdM ai tXM 

SUBJlOfS 

Studltnta MreUod in ih* tasle eoMimleatioQ oooxm iMrvtd m aabjoota 
for tlM study. AppvoadMit^ J»60 aabjoeto parUeiffttad durliis tlM vurlous 
portions of ths zosssreh. lataet elassss wr% sudoily laisetad sad asslgaod 
to tzsataMsta. laeb*tr«itMiit gzoup mm oo^pessd of two olasaoo, ulioos dass 
aostias* wM* la ths aozning sad afisznoori, zsapsoUvoly. This a rt s ii f unt 
Has iatoadsd to oovntoztalaaeo poosiULo fatiflas faotozs that oould— tosoauao 
of tlas of tostli««-pKbdaos izzsltvaat rospoass jierlsaeo* 

8tiMiiLU8 inimiiia imymmmm^ 

801f«iatigsst '^<*«7p. Thirty wtstaas iiats profsssiooslly vidoo- - 
tapod in two oendiUoaai la ona oondiUoa, saehjqpote for o^^ aiaato, axviiag 
that vatosaa odttoational hmofita shoiad >• laorwuMdi in tho othsr oeodition, 
oseh argaod for oas aiauta^that vatawi odMMUona..b^ 
inertaaod. Thsso two eoaditicaa eoastitutod ths tMKlo^s of tho sslf- 
intoroit aantpalatioa* - : \ - - . 

ladopMdtnt xataXB (thrso ffcaduato atudsata in tho, Oopartaoat of 
Comuaicatioa) ohaamd tha iridaotapoa md mIoo^ hgr eonsoasus fivo votoraas 
nhoso axguaoau and naaoalag ssias d to bo supsrior to tho rosti sad nboao 
aiguawt quality a»iMfsd x o as j ^ condition 
to tho MxtV ai^ idthia a i^Yoa oondition.^^ T^^ ^ 
coapoosd of ftvs; vat«iaas appoarlag ia^^ oonditioas f or ono alnuto saoh. 
Tho fin vatozaaa anaalaottidy arguod oit^ or against aa Inezsaao of 
i'vitotan^oduoattOBsl bonaflta*; 



TlM sptftklag ftltmilea for tte yntUamu ma anugtd la an latorvioir 
••ttiiig* Th« Int tr v i twt r— oho nm not tIsIIiI* on tho vidootapo— >b«0ui tho 
latorvioir tf Mklas* "Gaa yoa ttll m ateat jonr position on votozaa odaea- 
tlonil bMofita?" Tbo Y«toxaa than xa^ondod f»r on* alattto* dlroetlag hla 
MspoMao to tho latorvlavor. Altboush tho. vototaa nas givm flvo alautoa to 
prt^asco f or oa^ oondltlpn (tlao to rtfloct upon tho Isouoo ho woold ialao)> 
ao notoa or aerlpts iraro pomittod for uao la the latorvloir. A a]^t-oero«n 
toohaltao aaa ua«i so that .tho andi«BOo eould vioir tho apoakora fron two 
poiBpootlTtoi ono-hilf of tho aerotn «aa a ftell ahet of tho mpmknt ono- 
ftoartoc of tho oorooa ma'a ioon» eloooHtp of tho qiiakor'a htad*^ 

Slallarity oonditlon .^Tho baala for tho alallarlty aaalpulatlen 
ma darlvoi flran bid roapenaoa pbtalaod froi aubjoeta-iriio did not 
ftiBotioB in mitf othar oapaelty datiag tho «9«cliiant« TImoo aubjoeta vara 
aakod to ladloato thair aaeiMBt of agrooaant idth aovan bAlaf atat«B«nta, 
two of vhleh wiso oapoelaUy gaanaao f or thla atadyi 

(1) "It la l^pbrtaat that a pazaott ataad ap for hla oaa bollafa, 
•viB If thoaa boliofa do aot ropraaont a popular or aajocity 

_ V, polntofidair." 

(2) "Fart of havlac aolf-voapaet and latagrlty aa aa individual 
la hoias <^^a to ataad up f or Nh^ 

On a alao-polaty Llkart aealo» tiio aaui ■growunt for oaeh of thoaa 

ItoMt rtapiotiTily» Ma 7*8^ and 7*78i ladloatlag aodarata to atrong agroo* 

^ * 7 
aont with tha statMMBta*' 

In tha a-i allar oondltion. praeoding aiqpoauro to tho troataont 

atiauluat aac^ aabjaot raoolvod a lottar axplalnlag tho allagod purpoaa of 

tho ataty* Ttm lattar aaa tjpad on offlelal dopartaont atatloBtiy» aigaad 

bgr a proaiaaat faoolt j wHibor to Inoroaaa tha "oradibUity" of tho aoaaogo 

ita^* Tho ezttolal alallarity iHBlpulatloa oeeurrod la ono parigraph and 
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nas woxdwl as fellomt 

tfe nottld like your zMetltcois to on* aueh gzonp— idlltaxjr 
vet«zans» To this end, V* have asked fire veterans (all 
students at Purdue) to discuss the issue of veteran benefits— 
specif ieslly» veteran educational benefits* You should under- 
stand before you see the videotape that the vets say appear a 
little nervous or illHit-ease. This is because none of thea had 
ever appeared on TV before, and the caaeias, lights, etc.,- probably 
■ade thai nervous* Also, you should know that. like aost of us> 
these vets b^ieve- ln standing up for rtiat a person thinks is 
riidit. fUtct. we offered each of tht a ■oaetanr incentive 
to appear before caaeras for only one Minute , but they all refused 
the ■oney—aaoiing that a person should not have to be naid for 
speakinic about sonethiniT he really believes in. 

In the ^Usyay^^ oonditimi, subjects received an Identical letter, 
but the underlined pajBsage reads - 

Ftethemore. T should nention that. uriliJte nost of us. they 
sere very reluctant to speak up about their belief s before 
others, vlh flaet. we had to guarantee thi a ■onetaxy^inceh" 
tiveXbefore they would agree to do this. - v "^^ 

These/written instructions mn suppiMien^ by a standaviised 
oral f039M.t followed by the j|* The oral_instructi<»8 essmtislly repeated 
the written ■essago* . - ' • 

. After the rinilarity/dlssl Hilarity aanipulation was eoipleted, the 
subjects were cautioned not to converse with one another until the entire 
exercise had terainated. The'videota^ were then shorn, followed by post- 
test aaaSuxwient. Finally, the B delivered a debriefing and answered ^ues- 
vtions regarding the study- (Subjects iriio recognized any of the speakers 
were eiiaiiuittil fron^ t^^ analysis of the results). 
aUEgriCOTUIRB MATmiALS' 

Protest aeasure. 0^ and 0^ groups (see Titble 1) resp(»ded one week 
before sohed^ed -teeatient adninistxation to a disguised opinion Measure. 
Subjects indicated their extent of agreenent with the following it«i on a 
ihine«-point scale ("I'^ indiea^^ disagreanmti "9" indicating strong 

: agreenent) 1^ "Veteran edueatioakl^benefits ahoiild be increased to help 



fiaaae« th« IneraiuBiiig cost of an adueation today." This mm the critical 
opinion statMMut that also appeazod on the poettest* 

Posttest Munzes. 0^ and 0^ gronps eoapleted an instnuient package 
containing three dependent jaeasurest opinions* credibUity, and liking. 
To prevent the possibiUtir that ratings of opiniens irould affect ratings of 
credibility and Tice irersa. the order of scale presMntation eas countir^ 
balanced across gcoope within each treataent* The opinion aeasure and 
likabiiity scale were alwtys adainistered together. 

mw Srttticn ■aaairrt sas idabtloal to the pretest itea» except that 
it WW iabeddei in^ ssv^al 0^ 

Tl» credibility ■essure eottsistsdi cBf fiire itwMit (a) a 'Tieatalt'* 
aeasnre of eredibilityi (b) truatworthinees^ (c) coapetence. (d) conviction. 
and (iV slnoweity^ £ti eadb oissr a ninerpoint jA^e «as used to assees 
responses. The scale pMitions correspbBde^ to--for exaaple— "not at all 
credible"~(l) throBgh "ex^^ ■ [ 

y ; The liking inatanment rspwwented a aodification of Byrne's two-iten 
attraetiM aeasnre (Byrne 1^ 1965) • VherMS the Byrne scale states, 

for «aMple» "I ttH that I vaiLA probably like this person very auch," it 

isas M^Ufied for this stady to read, "I feel that I muld probably like 
these individuals very auch." The iteas hav« a reported split-half reliability 
of .85i tha Attraction score is obtained typically by suaaing across the two 
iteaS. The seven scale positions yields a posidble range of 2 « i'f £W subjset. 

the and 0^ coatrol groaps responded to the saae opinion aeasore 
that was adainistered on the pnvtest . A separate control group (n - 36) also 
coapletsd the oredibility instrnaanti however, they were instructed to assuae . 

' that th^ had Just seen a videotape of five ailitary veterans discussing the 
issue of vetenm educational benefits for one aiauts each. - 



MAWIPDLATIOW CHECK 

Four B&ttamtB groups ir«ie used for tho Mmipolaticm cheek* Two groups 
hosxd tho vstsxsiis spasklng ln one condition or the other snd, with no other 
infoTMtion giTSQt nted the Yoteisns oat (a) the quality of thoir reasoningt 
(b) hoir logical or cogent the veterans appeared to be in presenting their 
points of vievt (c) the overall quality of azgunentationt and (d) tha overall 
effectiveness of the presentations* The subjects irere cautioned to respond 
to the group as a iHiolOt and not to aiqr one individual* IMs evaluatimi vas 
designed to insure that asssage quklity did not vary sipiificantly in eithar 
the for or against self-intwest condition-"-such vaida^ could 
confound interpretation of results* 

vTm other groi^ were used to conf isa tiiatt (a) the sources vns 
perceived to bs ax^guing either for or a^tlnst their best interestst and 
(b) the sinilarity/dissiailarity nanipiilations did produce perceptions of 
sinilitude or disslnllitude by the audience to belief dinension allegedly 
shared hf the speakers* These groups were also asked to idmtify anything 
about the pre-<^ipnilus instructions (written or oral) that made then 

suspicious about the procedure or theh E* 

\ 

- - ■ ' 
Resiuts 

MAWIPUUTIOW CMBBC . 

Aneunent conparability* Since the five veterans did not deliver the 
sane message in each condition^ it was necessary to deaonstrate that the two 
conditions were perceived to be similar in terms of the reasoning used^ logic ^ 
quality of argumentationt and overall effectiveness* Table 2 reports the 
results of this analysis* 



Insert Table 2 here 
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No significant dif f«r«nce8 ware oteervad between conditions for eatch 

8 

of the four questions bearing on the argument CMpaxability Issue* The neans 
depicted reflect responses to nine-point itMs^ scaled from very little 
or none of the quality in question to a great amount of that quality. 

Similarity and self^'lnterest manipulation* Table 3 shows differences 
between^ groups for each of the questions pertinent to the similarity and 
self-»interest muilpulations* 

Insert Table 3 Here 

For question twp9 subjects were ask«^ of 
agreemant or disagreement with the following items **These five veterans 
would probably feelt as most people do» "Uiat it is important for a person to 
stand up for his own belief s» even if these beliefs do not represent a popular 
or majority point of visw»^ Responses could range fr<» (l)-^yery intensely 
di8agree-**to (9)— very intensely agree. The results indicate that the sub- ^ 
jects receiving the disslmilariiy maniptiilation perceived that the veteruis 
would be less likely to endorse this itemt than those subjects who were exposed 
to the similarity manipulation (£ <*05)* 

The mean difference observed for question six^-Hscaled similarly to 
question two— confirms that the similarity/dissimilarity manipulation was 
substantially effective (£<»01)--even with a belief refermat somewhat more 
abstract than that suggested in questloh two* Question six assertedt ^In 
general^ after hearing the introductions and then the five veteranst in terms 
of beliefs and interests* how similar do you perceive that you are compared 
to them?/* 

To determine if the veterans were perceived to be avguimg for or 
against their best Interests^ question one asked the subjects to identify 
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what position the vdtexans had taken rdgaxding veteran educational benef its^ 
and question tharee asked if the veterans appeared to be arguing for or against 
the best interests of the veterans as a whole* The results indicate that, the 
Manipulations were perceived as intended* 

Lastly, subjects were asked (a) if anjr one of the veterans seeaed more 
impressive than the others, and (b) if either, the mritten or verbal instruc- 
tions preceding the exercise made them suspicious of idiat followed* Over 85^ 
of the responses to both of these questions were negative* A few rwarics were 
Bade regarding the purpose of the letter of introduction (in lieu of the accon-*^ 
panying verbal rwwrks aade by the three subjects comented about the 

physical ai^earance of the veteranSf e*g*t hair length and dress* These rciutrks 
were Judged Innocuous for the purposes of the study* 
PREDICTIONS 

Opinion change * Main effects were predicted for both self-interest, 
and belief -4ittitudinal similarity* Table 4 reports the posttest aeams and cell 
sizes for eac^ group represented in all subsequent analyses* 

Insert Table k here 

The results of the 2X2X2 ANOV applied to the Solomon Pour-Group 
configuration are depicted in Table 5* 

Insert Table 5 here 

Significant main effects were observed for speaker self-interest 
(£ < tOOl) I however, an unexpected pretest main effect occurred (2 < •05) • 
Since the pre- and no pretest control groups did not show a corresponding 
difference (pretested control X • 6*73 1 non-pretested control X • 6*39) f 
thus negating the possibility of history, maturatlont or instrumentation 



contaalnatlng tht posttest nMsure (Caapball and Stanley, 1971) f it con- 
, eluded that psretMting Intaxaoted with treatment effoetivmess* An Inspec- 
tion of the pretest groups* opinion neans reported in TaKLe 4, moreover, 
indicates that the pretest effect iias greatest for those groups in the against 
self-interest condition. In this case, the lover neans (4«67 and ^.Sif, respec- 
tively) signify that the effect of pretesting was actually associated with 
increased speaker effectiveness* 

^ The post opinion scores were recast in a 2 X 2 aatrix, using those 
groups itfiich wejce not pretested* ^ 

2jisert Table 6 here 

This analysis, sunnarieed in Table 6, conf iras the strong effect 
preidousiy f oiufSd for speaker seli^-lUiterest (p C001)« However, the predicted 
sain effect for siailaa^ty and the interaction between siailarlty and self- 
interest did not eaexge* The results of this anal3r8is indicate that the self- 
interest MUlip^lation differentially affected posttest opinion responses* To 
determine of the aiiminat self -interest treatment actually produced more opinion 
change than the for self-interest treatment, some measure of estlJiated change 
lias necessary* FoUpwijng a technique recomended by fiiwaxds (195^^)1 gitin scores 
were derived by summing across all pretest scores for the mtire sample* A 
sample pretest mean (6t 62) was then computed* Using a homogeneity of variance 
test described by Valker and Lev (1953) • trtiich includes an adjustment for 
unequal n*8, a ratio of the lurgest pretest opinion variance to the smallest 
variance was calculated (five groups^ Including the oipinion control, were 
Included in this analysisX* The resultini; jg^^ (l«6l) Mas not significant 
at £<*05 (Table value » 2«76)*. Furthermore, the -largest mean difference 
eqiud^ed *36* Because both homogeneity and between-group criteria were met. 
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the overmll pretest aean aisod as a base, to estisate gains In the 

posttest only groups. In the tme self-interest condition, a subject regis- 
tered a gain if his score was greater than 6,62t In the against self-interest 
condition, a score less than 6.62 was entered as a gain. Table 7 sunurlses 
this analysis. 

insert Table 7 here 

Once again a self-interest aaln effect was observed (£<.02). An 
inspection of the gain scores shows that the against srt.f-lnterest condition 
was assoeUted with significantly more opinion change than the f or self- 
interest condition. 

The final step in testing the opinion change pr^ction involved a 
conparison of each treataant group with the opinion. control. A check on the 
variances of the 0^ and 0^ opinion control group yielded an equal to 
2.07, which was not significant at 2<.05 (k - 2, n - 30| tahle value - 2.78) ► 
Further, a t test applied to the differences between means yielded a t equal 
to .88 (df - 61). Hence, the two control groups were combined for purposes 
of ths ANOV conparison. Table 8 contains the results of the ANOV and 
Newman-Keuls test used in this analysis. 

. Insert Table 8 here 

As ejcpected, the against self-interest treatment differed signifi- 
cantly from the control (£<.01). This was true regaxdless of the similarity/ 
diasimilarltjr condition. 

Thus» the predictions for opinion change were partially supported. 
Sources arguing a«ainst their best interests produced significantly more 
opinion change than sources arguing for their best interests. However, 
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induced soorea-wadltnoe similarity or diMlMilarity did not signlfieantly 
•nhanee or dtpr«ciat« the self -interest effeot* 

Credibility. It hm predicted that a source arguing against his best 
interest should receiTe higher ratings on the five credibility depwadent aea- 
sures than a source arguing for his best interest. Furthemore, it was expected 
that source-«udience, belief-«ttitudlnal siallarlty should affect pi|XceptiMi8 
of the source's trustworthiness* convictim, and sincerity— sore than pereep- 
:tions of the source's ooapeteaes. 

Table 9 presents the cell means obtained tor '*Gestalt** credibility, 
trustmrthlness, conviction, and sincerity. The neans for peroeivsd coMpetence 
are not reported since the AMOV apj^ied to this variable revealed no signifi- 
cant iMiin effeot for either source iMlf-lnterest or slailarity/dlssinilarity 
and no significant Interaetim. 

Insert . Table 9 here 

The ANO\r applied to the "Gestalt**, credibility scores yielded a signi- 
ficant slailarity sain idTfeet and no signifioant interaction (F - 3.86t df • 1, 
233 1 £<*05). An inspection of the neans reported in Table 9 indicates that 
subjects who received the similarity manipulation rated the veterans signifi- 
cantly higher in '^fOstalt'* credibility, than the subjects iriu> received ^e 
dissimilarity manipulation. 

A significant similarity main wTfeot (no significant interaction) was 
obteinad for source trustworthiness (P • 5.42t df • 1, 233t £<.02). Again, 
subjects exposed to the disslmUarity manipulation rated the. vsteraas signifi- 
cantly lower on trustworthiness (see Table 9)* 

Perceptions of the extent of conviction eidiibited by the vsterans were 
also significantly higher for subjects iriio received the similarity manipulation 
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(F - 9*50t ^ * 1* 233t £ <*003)* As with "GMtalt" credibility and txust- 
vorbhiness, the uount of pweeived OMviotion nu uiutfrected hy the positiOD 
advocated by the vetenns— either for or againat their best interest* 

Finally, the last eoaponmt, perceived scuree sincerity, was also 
assocUted with a slailarity aain effect (F • 8.63t df - 1, 233t £<.00<f). 
Subjects ejcposed to the slMilarity aanipiOation felt that the veterans were 
acre sincere than those exposed to the dissiailarity treataant. Again* no. 
self-interest aain effect or iateraetien was observed. 

In sumary, pereeived **Gestalt'* credULbility, trustworthiness, convic- 
tion, sad sincerity were all associated with slailarity nain effects. Percep- 
tions of source conpetMce were not affected by any of the aanipulations. An 
important question reaalns. Did the treataants resiat in higher or lower 
credibility ratings than ratings assigned by » control group which was 
instructed to iaajtine just hearing five veterans discuss the issue of veteran 
educational benefits (control group iieans are Reported In Table 9)? 

To answer this question, one-way ANOV*s were calculated for each of 
the five credibility dependent neasures and the control ^raup's response to 
each of these neasures. Table 10 reports the results of this analysis? 

Insert Table lO/^herji . — 

Significant F*s were obtained for '^lestalt** credibility, trustworthi- 
ness, conviction, and sincerity— but not for ooapetenee. Table 11 sunaarises 
the NeMMw-KeuU tests that were applied to the nean differences between each 
of the four credibility neasures and their respective control group scores— 

it 

within each treataant condition. 

Insert Table 11 here 
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Only two of tho orodibliity d«p«Ml«it ••Muros, "GMtalt" cxodibilltjr 
•ad tzttstvorthiaoM, iraro MaoeUtdl with zatlags If tho trMtaont giovpo that 
woro slgnificuttly dlfformt txom zatings §Xrm hf tho coatiMI gzoup. »ibJoet« 
idto hod rocolvod tho oUllaxity trootacnto poieolYod tho aottzeoo •icniflcaatly 
hijthor in "Cootalt" crodibUlty (2<«01), rogoxdltM of tho oolf-lntoriot 
MmlpttUtion, than did tho control «zoup (ooo Tablo 9)* For tzttatnorthiaooo, 
all four troataont groapo poroolTod tho aourooa to ho aignlf ioaatly aoro tznat- 
vorthy than eontrol aubjoeta abo woro aakod to laMtino how truatworthy tho 
Totoxaaa would bo (£<«01).« 

Tho XowMm-Konla toat did not dotoot any aigaifieant diffortnooa bo- 
twoon oonvietion and aiaoorlty ratings in oaoh troataont oondition and thoir 
roapoctivo oontrol group ratinga. Thia roault waa aurpriaiag, aiaeo tho ANOV 
roportod in Tablo 10 iadicatod aignifieant P*a for both of thoao dopwidont 
Boaauroo* A partial ojcplaaaUoii for thia unoxpootod finding aay root with 
tho coapuatiyo aataro of tho NoMMa-Koula toat itaAf (Vinor, 1971) • At any 
rata, tho invoatigator «loctod ao;^, to ongogo in any ftirthor data anooping, by 
rooorting to a loaa oonaorvativo proeodnro* 

Souroo Main offoeta woro prodietod for aoureo aiailarity* 

but not for aoureo aolf*iatoroat* Tho ANOV oaleulatod for likability ooapar- 
iaona waa baaod oa tho aubjoota* attraction 8eoroa» following Bymo*a (1971) 
proeoduro of auaaing aeroaa tho two likability itoaa that eoapriao tho aoalo* 
Howovor, in thO proaont atudy, iittor»it|M oorr^tiona wora alao ceaputod and 
tho following roottlta woro obtainodt (a) itoa oao (liking for tho aoureoa) 
oorrtiAtod with itoa two (doairo to work with tho aoureoa on a project) ,5i 
(n - zyft £<*001)i uaiag tho Spoaman-Brown Prophecy fozaula» tho reaulting 
reliability eoofficieat waa .68, and (b) eaeh it«a (liking and working) corre- 
lated, reapeetivaly, •85 and •89 with tho total aeerea^ Thna» doairo 
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to **iiork idth th« souxcm on aoao projoet,** appaxMtly aecoimtod for agit 
of tho ^arlAaco in tho liicnbllity xtsulto.^^ Tho xomlts of using tho total 
llkability sooros ax* •uaMXisod In TaUo 12* 

Insert TaUs 12 hsrs 

Tbo prsdietion that ths slailarlty tr«ttMnt vould bs assoelatad with 
hightr likabUlty sooros than ths s«lf-lntorsst nanlpulatletts was eenfinsd 
(£<.01). FUrthor, th«M lias no sUnifloant Intnaetlon. 

Discussion 

Ssvszal pcoosdttsal InaomUons xtportsd In thU study nosd to bo 
oxpialnsd. pbst, unllko provious «nrorts to to«t tho s«lf-lntor«st hypothMtU 
whoro tho uso of writtsn i^iaulus natorials eonititutsd tho ohiof nothod of 
oxporinontal aanipuUtion, this study und«ctoek a oorti4n risk by using livtf 
spoakors to ooMRmioato nossagos that woro not idontieal across troatawtst 
un^uostionably, soao sxporlntntal eontrol ws forfoltod as a rosult of this 
proord-aro. Kowoyor, in tho opinion of tho invostlcator, tho gains far txooodod 
tho lossos, booauso tho subjoet audionco was axposod to a spoaklng «nvixon- 
amt Mrs llkoly to appcoxlBato oonditions in natuzal sottlngs. Too frtquontly 
provlotts oottxes off oots xosoaroh has boon aoconplishod In highly laptobablo, 
if not artifiolal, ooasunieation onvironnonts* 

Sooond, by using votoraas to discuss tbo issuo of vot«xan oduoational 
bonofits, tho stlaidus onvixoMMnt, hopoAilly, was nado aoro bdiovablo and 
roalistio for tho subjoets. It mm thought that tho spoakor's roUtioaship 
to hU aosaago (hU doftroo of conaitaont and roason for advooating tho proposi- 

♦ 

tion) should bo an iaportant oonsidoxation for an adoquato tost of tho solf- 
intorost hypothosis. By using votorans^thls objoctivo nss not only achlovod, 
but a aoro strlagont tost of tho solf-lntorost hypothosis i«as poiaittod* 



In th* f» •<lf-ittUg— t eonAitioa» th* vtUxus imm axgaiiig for a peoposl- 
tlon that thff pMnoMilly lupportad and to nhieh tboy had mcptmaaA a high 
digroo of ooMBitMnt* In tho ajadnst aolf»lntoro«t condition, hovovoTt tho 
Yftotaas wtKo avsalng in favor of a position that th«y poraonally did not 
«ndorBo«-7ot aoro oj^jilon ohaago was asaoolatod with tho lattor and not tho 
fozMir powltlon* H«aeo, it ai^ bo axguod that nhon a aoureo adftoatoo a 
position asalaat hia hoot lutoroota—and to vhidi ho i« poraonally connittod— 
hia offootiirinoM will bo groator than that oboorvod in tho prooont study. 
This hTpothoaiSt of ooorso, rtilni to bo tostod* ^ 

Thizd, tho oanplo siso «qployod la this study poxnittod tho us» of 
tho Solonon Feur^roap doslca« iddeh haa a nmbor of advaatagos fMn tho stand- 
point of both latomal and oxtoznal validity (Oinpboll and Stanloy» 1971)* 
Most lnportaatly» hoirovor» an offset f or pcotostlng was dotootod, vhieh 
indieatod that protostod grmqps rsspoodod ners favorably to tho solf-intstost 
Muiipalatlan than did nonpxotostod groups* This finding is particularly 
intorosting sines Lana (1959i^, 1959b) and Una and Xing (i960) havo suggostod 
that prstostlhg has ainiatl sonsitislng offoots in aost easss. Furthsr, in 
thoss Instaneos iihns ths offoet has bson obssrvad, it has apparently danpenod 
tnatnent offooUvenoss (Sdeaon, 19i»9t Movland, Luasdaino, and Shoffiold, 19<I9). 
The value of isolating the protest offoet in the present research is that 
previous s«lf-lnterest studiss enpleylag before-after designs have aft con- 
trAled tcr pretest ssnsitlsation (ef • Valster £^ a^., 19661 and Stons and 
■smxa, 1969). 

Along with these innovations in the study of tho self-interest 
hypothesis sons lUbllitiss were inourrod that deserve nentioning, nret, 
the Solonon Feur^Sroup design is aost poirerfta idien lndividuals» not groups, 
are assignsi randoaly to treataeat conditions. LogistiosUy, this procedure 



MM IspoMlU* to MOOB^itht uA, althoagli em nxUaem mm foond to b« 
hOMStnMus, Typ* G («xoap) Mcxots mj hvn wtakttMd tiM orvaOl tMt of tho 
pNdictioBS {— Liad^ttUt, 1953)* 

Soeoni, oM-itw acalM (with tho Meoption of litemity) im utod 
to Muuzo opinion naA oxodiUlity Waxiiaeo* M M wrunt zAlnbUlty U 
umally aaerifieol with ono-lt«n obaloo* booldon a potontial Iom of bomuxo- 
aoat Mnoltltlty* OtofortnmtAy* adnlnlntxnUvo mulzaMato dletatodl acalnot 
tislas a noro aophlstloatod o^Lnlon aal oxodlUllty ptolokio* Mi with thU 
llnltotlon, howovor, tho olcnlfioMeo xtnohoA In nect of tbo eoaptriaoas 
Mggtots that thU pxoU«n is not paeohibitlvo f or tho puxpoooo of thlo study* 
' Third, tho xosiats of this sttidy anrt >i linltod to thoso situations 
whoro tht ooureo's porsuasiwo Intont is net elasxly ainsd at Inftuonolng 
audloneo opinion* Sons studios tevo dononstsatod that whon poxsuaslvo iatont 
is not naalfost, tho seuroo is noro offootlvoi llkowlsoi sons rosoareh auggosts 
that uador oortalh oondiUons* porsnaslvo intont nado asnif ost to tho audlonco 
xooults ,1a laorsasod souroo offoetlYonoss (NoCuiro, 19^)* 

la tho prosont iavostlgatlon* sonothlas akin to an "ovszhoaxd* eoanual- 
eatlon situation (HSlstor and Fostlagsr* 19^)» was approxinatod* Tho votozaas 
woro cast in an latorviow sotting, and thoir ronorH woro dlxoetod to tho 
iatorviowog— « ot aa andioMo* Moneo* it is douhtAil that tho audioneo pot» 
eolvod that tho votonas woro aetually trying to ongago in a porouaalvo 
oxordtso* 

Tho "ovodhoaxd'* p ro p or ty of tho prosont study ftartbor strongthonod 
tho solf">lntorsst xosnlts* Brook and Bookor (1965)* roplioatod tho Holstor 
sad Fastlagor "ovonhoaxd" condition aad fouad that its sffoctivoaoss could 
ho attritetod to tho ft«t that tho ooanualcation was not cottatoKattitudiaalt 
whon tho Boasogo was eooator to oxlstlag attitudes, tho "ovorhoazd** 



23 

eoMnmioatloB m» no man «ff«etlvt thu a eoMnmicatioB iiImx* p«rmMiv« 
lattnt mm auto tffldint. Sine* th« jocatMt of «pial«nB In th« p r— i t 
lnvMtl«atioa iaileatad tliat tlM att%J«ei« gtMimUy fttvoctd InerMsins irHma 
btntflts— ffeoi SB "ovtKfaMXd" sUadpoUit, ih« fjogr yaf-inUr»«t coalition 
should bavo bMn mm «ffoetiirtt tten tbo ■flT^"** «gitf-iator— t eondiUon, sinco 
tho latior txtataont inui taaieally eountanttUtndUiKl. ^ 

Tha opinioa chusa zaaiats in this . study xathar eoovlaeiagly d«Ma- ^ > 
atzata that aiMizeaa axsniag acaiast tbate bast IMimta cain gxaatar suppezt 
for thair fosiUflns thu aeureaa azioisig aolfiaiay. aifcvtttaata'^7, tha ptadie- 
tiona portaining to aooxca-audiinoa alidlarity axa not ao unoquivoeal. 

Tha taaia for aouxeaHmdisnoa aiiilui^ u^d in thia atulj did not 
ineroaaa or dooTMaa tha aouzeoa* ovosall affaetivantaa aa hkd boon piadictod. 
Howavar, ao»o aawort aaa found f03r tha Sliona at auL., (1970), obaormtion that 
tha rolatioBship bataaon aouxoo ooi^oMttta aai poraaiv^ Muzea alailarity 
appotra to ba strongoat fw tboaa ozadibility diatnaiooa laaat ralatod to 
attitttda ehuga (Co«paiiBoo haa baon ihm d U wna ion ptayioua actaaatoii haa ahowi 
to ba tha grtatoat dotwnlaaat of attitada ehuiia}. Thia conoluaion follotfa 
boeaaaai (a) Iii tha ppo ian t atudsr, aouxeo affaetivantaa naa jgi contingont 
upon aouzea-aadionea aiailaril^. but (b) aoiucoaHuidimoa aiailarity aaa 
aaaoeiatod with highar mtinga of "Goatalt*^ ozadlbillty, truataorthinoaa, 
eoBvietioB, and ainearity, tharafora (e) conditions of aiailarity— ahila 
advantagooua to inertaaing pareap*^iona of tha aoureaU iaaga-Hrara not inatni- 
aontal in aff acting aoooptanoa of tho aouxco'a ao t a t ga. 

Ftirthotaera, tha ona eradibility coppoaant that should hava baan 
linktd with aoureo affaotivanaaa (aoeordlng to Slaona at a^*, I970)-9areaivod 
eonpatoaea— lias not aff aetod by aithor tha aiailarity or aalf-intaroat nanipu- 
lationa* Pathapa tho aatara of tha iaaua injthia study <and tha advoeataa of 



2^ 

the Issue) ■llltatsd agftinst the eaergenee of perceived CMpeteaee as a signi- 
ficant dinension* Further research should consider the issue of the saliency 
of the eridlbllity coaponmit as it applies to the particiOar connmication 
situation. 

In other words, the results of this study irould suggest that unqualified 
acceptance of the tenet that pereeiYed source-andience slailarity leads to ses- 
sage acceptance ^aay be erroneous* In certain cosaunication situations, such 
as when a source is arguing against MLs bmst Interests, the effect of an atto^t 
to altar pexeoptions of slBUarity (betvoen the souxet and the audience) my 
remilt in the anteacenent of the source's iMgSt with no cmcositsat alteration 
in the audience's response to the proppsition being adin>cated \sf the source* 

. These rewtxks ue proffered cautiou8ly» hoirevwt for the following 
reason* The asnipulaticm of source««adience si'^iilarity was accoaplished \(f an 
acute aanipulation. Byrne (1971) has shown^ howevert that source siailarity 
operates analogously to a reinforcapent gradianti as the nunber of pereeived 
siailarities incraasest attracticm increases aadt in soae casest ovwall source 
effectiveness Inciraasee* The present investigation did not aeet requireaents 
for an adequate test of this siailarlty piroperty (irtiieh has been tested pre- 
viously in dyadic situations) • Fiirthert the need to base the similarity on 
a universal appeal» it^P^coptiate to the entire saaplot limited the extent to 
which a relevut attitudinal similarity could be selected as a basis for the 
similarity manipulation. The simUari'ty manipulation used in this study may 
have be perceived by the audience as a ''guts*' versus "no guts" issue and^ 
hencot may have strayed firom the mark originally intraded l)y Simons et al> t 
(1970)» in their-discuaaion of rAevant attitudinal^ similarities. 

The results for likabllity clearly support previous findings*^ Sub;1ect8 
receiving the similarity manipulation rated the veterans significantly more 
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attxaetive than subjects rseslYing the dlsslailarlty Mmipilatlon. Liking urns 
not z«lated, hmrswr, to acceptance of the souzce's aesaage* Froa a balance 
Bodti. perspective (e.g. Holder, 19<^, 1958), when lUdng Is relevant and 
salient to the relatlmishlp with the source, then source attraction aay be a 
acre potent catalyst for attitude change (ehangilzig one's attitude toward the 
object of discrepancy to restore balance Is less txauaatlc than altering one's 
perception of the aouree). The liking results are also suggestive that the 
slallarl-fy aanipulatlcns were perceived as Intended, since the "slallarlty 
leads to liking" conclusion has been flalzly well docuaented by previous 
zasaueh (Bjxm^ 1971)« 

Hlmt stops should 1t>e taken in succeeding resesxoh? The interesting 
issues zaised hf Sisoos et al«, (1970), have yet to bs answered. Specifically, 
under what conditions does source-eudience similarity differentially affect 
pcoxepticms of the source's iaage, vhicht in turn, differentially affect 
acceptance of the souroe's propositions? What sakes the Sinons et al> 
fomulation pasttioularly intriguing is the fact that credibility—as a source 
effect~is conceptually relegated (potentiUly) as a notHKK ^inportant m 
instrumental determinant of message effectiTsness in persuasive discoubse* 
The findings of this investlgatiOTt allude to this possibility* 
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Footnotes 



!• The largest mesn reflects the most Mount of attitude change* 
Change scores were used to measure effectiveness* 

2. Simons st alt^ (1970) t dissect credibility into two main componmtst 
cognitive and affective* The former includes respect factors (e«g«t expertise^ 
knowledge) t and the lattert attraction factors (e«g«» likabilityt ftiendliness) • 
They presume that both factors combine to affect the source^ s trustworthiness t 
i«e«t his sincerity t reliability t and fairness* See Giffin (1967)* - 

3« Also see Stotlandt' Zandert and Natsoulas (1961) t Burhstelnt Stotlandt 
and Zander (19^1) t Stotland and Fatchen (1961) t and Mills and Jellison (1968) • 
These Investigators, have studied the similarity variable primarily in non«*per«- 
suasive settings* 

k. Andersen and Clevenger's (I963) review documents this assertion* 
And Simons ,et al>t ( 1970) > concluded that Hhere seems to be a weak but positive 
relationship between attitudinal similarity and the factors of respect and 
trust • • • •(p« 7)^ 

5^ Simons st-tiL*^ (1970) » distlnguittied between membership-group and 
relevant versus irrelevant attitudinal similarities* Their review advances 
propositions concerning each of these similasriLties* Membershlp-group can also 
include one^s reference groups) irrelevant similarities are those similasrities 
that are not germane to the proposition being advocated* 

6« The video special^ffeets were recorded for use in another study 
currently in progress* 

?• It was recognised that the basis for the similarity was not 
explicitly related to the proposition being advocated (a requirement specified 
by Simons et §1.^ 1970$ for relevant attitudinal similarity)* The intentt 
howevert was to select a dimension that was indlirectly related and had universal 
appeal* Considering the nature of the message (veteran benefits) and the special 
qualifications of the sources (veterans)^ in the opinion of the Investigatort 
this characteristic of belief statements was adequately approximated* 

8* Level of significance for all analyses was established at £<*05« 
Computer programs used were derived from Vlner (1971)* 

9« Since the amount of potential change on the nlne«»point scale was 
not comparable between groups^ a second ANOV was performed and all extreme 
scores lii the against condition were dropped* The results were unchanged* 

^10* This conclusion was verified by separate 2X2 analyses performed 
for each of the liking items* The first itemt ^llkability for the sources t** 
produced no slgnificancsf the second item^ however^ i^owed a strong similarity 
main effect (£^*01)* 
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Table 1 
Pletorlalliatlon of OMlgn 



Ai A2 
Fat Self-Int«r«st - Against Sttlf-Int«rMt Cmtrol 



°1 




C2 




C2 




Bi (Og) 


-T — 
1 

1 

1 


(05) 


(02) 


i (05) 




Bg (O2) 


1 
1 
1 
1 


(05) 


(02) 1 


(05) 



Note.— - souxca-audlenoa slallaxity, B2 - souxce-audlence dlseJjillarityi 
- pretMt, C2 " no prttest* 



NMsage CoapanbUlty B«twMn Spaaktr Condititns 



QuMtloa 


"A" Ccmiltlon 
X 


"F" Condition 
X 


SEM 


t 


It RaMonlag 


5.85 


6.06 


M 


M 


2t Logic 


5.77 


6.59 


.58 


1.40 


3. Quality 


5.85 






1.15 


lff«etlvtn«M 


6M 


6,23 


.*9 


.47 



Moto,— - 13, no - 17l at £<,05, T»tl« Valuo • 1,70, - 28. "A" 
Condition « ueaihat itflf-lnterMtt *'P^ Condition « tot solf-lntorost 



SinuMucy of Slallarlty and Salf-InttrMt 
ltaniFi;dL«tloa Ch«ek 



QUMtiOM 


Stailw GoaAitlon 


OlMialUx Condition 




X 


X sn 


t 









SIMILARITY 
Qtto«tlon two 
ftiootlon oix 

ssur-mriRBr 

Qttoatlon ono 
Qu— tlon throo 



7.33 
6.08 



5.33 
3.73 

AGAINST 
93J< (1^) 
B7% (13) 



.6b 2.37* 
.68 2.79*» 



FOR 
1009( (12) 
100^ (12) 



Moto.— tt], 12« " 15l *f " 25 
*£<.05l **2<.pl» 



PosttMt Opinion Mmum 



32 



Aj A2 
For S^lf ••IntWMt Agkixmt Stlf »Int«Mt Control 





^2 






^2 






X- 7.28 


X- 




1 X-5.i38 




n - 26 , 


n - 32 


n ■ 


28 


1 n - 29 


X - 6.73 I X - 6.39 


, X ♦ 6.75 1 


X- 7.06 


X- 


if.8<f 


1 X-5.51 


n - 30 [ n - 33 


^ n- 2'f [ 


n- 33 


n • 


32 


[ n - 33 

















Mot*.— - aoiixeoHuadionoo slallarity, B2 - ■ouzoo-audloneo dlMlnlUrltyt, 
C| - protott, C2 ■ nq. pr«t«at 
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2X2X2 AXOV of PosttMt Opinion Sootm 



Sodzoo 






C 


S«If-Xiit. (A) 




226.37 


65,22^ 


Slallarlty (B) 




•48 


.18 


Pzotost (C) 




11.^ 


^.32» 


A X B 




3*'K> 


1.28 


A X C 




3.46 


1.30 


B X C 




.13 


<1 


A X B X C 




.23 


<1 


Bixor 


229 


2.66 





erJc . 



3^ 

TMlm 6 

2X2 iXOf for Opinion Olff trtneos Uolng 
Po«rttost Groups Only 



Soureo 








Sttlf-Iht. (A) 


1 


9^.07 


39.7»* 


smuarlty (B) 


1 


•06 


<1 


A X B 


1 


IfOl 




Srxor 


123 


2.37 





— For Stlf-Int«n«t Asftlnot Stlf-Intoroot 



Slnllar 7.28 5.38 

OlMinllar 7,06 5,51 



*»J8 <.001 
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2X2 AXOV Utlii« IstlMittd Gala SeotM For 
££gpc«t«ittd Groups " 



Souxe* 






P 


S^lf-Znt. (A) 


1 


12.5>^ 


5.33«»* 


SlBllarlty (B) 


1 


.72 


<1 


A X B 


1 


.05 


<1 


Bxxor 


123 


2.35 





iilAKS (Gain) Por S«lf-Int«rMt Against 8tlf-lnt«rsst 



SlBllar ,€k UZi 

Olsslnllar. .^5 1*12 

Hots*— Msans Indloats ssount of ohangs in dlrsetion advooatsd \tf souxes* 

•*2<.02 



On«-Mty MOV and «MMa-«Mls Tfst Ap^ad 
To PesttMt OplBlM SOOTM 







M8 


f 




8 


3if.0if 


12.88<Hi 


Vithla 


291 


2.6if 




Bulk 




iMtt with eontrol) 




(1> 8.A. 


1.18» 




299 2.6i> 


(2) D.A. 


1.0i»» 






(3) 8.F. 


.73 












(if) D.P. 


-50 







Not*.— 8 • slailArt 0 • diMlailATt A - Mif-lnt«eMt» £ - 

•aif-lntoio«tt 0 - eontrol* Coaparioeno ■how aaMi diffownc — . 
««2<.001t «f <.01 
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Tablt 9 

C«U MwM Ustd in CrtdibUity FrdLietlens 



Conditions For SOf »£iit«r«st 

Crcl TzMt Con Sin 



AgaiAst Solf-Zntorost 
CroA Txost Con 81a 



Similar 


6.3«> 


6.33 


6.S3 


7*12 


6.35 


6.68 


6.75 


7.39 




5i95 


5.96 


6.00 


6.77 


6.00 


6.20 


6.00. 


6.65 



ContibA Gxoup 

Nouwi . (1) Ciod • 5.33 (2) Tzttvt - 5*1^ (3) Con - 6*92 (4) Sin • 6.67 
(n » 36) • 

Koto.— Crod - *t:Mtnlt'* ertdlbUitjrt Trust - TnwtworthlaoMj Con - Coavie- 
tlon» Sin - Slac«rity. 
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Table 10 



SiuuMxy of On#-Vay AHOV^s Applied To five 
Credibility Measures and Their Controls 



Source 


MS 


rs 


P 




Between 


Within 




1. Credibility 


9.02 


2.02 




2* Trusttforthinees 


16.75 


2.09 


7.99*** 


3* CMpetenee 


2.30 


1.72 


1.33 


k, Convietion 


9.^5 


2.63 


3*59** 


5* Sincerity 


5M 


2.14 


2.56» 



Note.— df for betmen - 4| for within • 268 
<.002|**£< .01|*£< .Cf. 



Table 11 

SuBMxy of NenMn-^Keuls Applied to Credibility 
Sooxes and Their Controls 



Heasure 


MS 


S.F. 


S.A. 


D.P. 


D.A. 


1. CredlbUity 


2.03 


1.01»» 


1.02»* 


. .61 


.68 


2. Tzuat- 
wacthlhms 


2.09 


1.07** 


1.55** 


.92** 


1.06»» 


3. Convietlon 


2.63 


.38 


.16 


.92 


.92 


^, Sincerity 


2.14 




.72 


.10 


.02 



Note.'— S » alallart 0 dlselallari P • for self -Interest, A " against 
self-Interest* df for each comparison • 268. Mean differences are 
reported* 

**£< .01. 
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Table 12 
2X2 ANOV For LUcabUity 



Soazee 




MS 


P 


Selfrlnt. (A) 


1 


.18 


1 


Slailanty (B) 


1 


22.07 


5.91** 


A X B 


1 


.15 


1 


Error 


233 - 


3.73 





Condition For Self-interest Against Self-Interest 



SUilar 10.02 10.12 

Dissimilar 9.46 9.46 

Note.—Lifcing score for eaoh sabject wafs muuied across two itens* yield- 
ing a possible response range of 2 - 14 (aax liking) . 
♦*p< .01 



